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Executive Summary  
In order to better understand the state of support for teaching and learning at the SUNY campuses the 

Faculty Advisory Council on Teaching and Technology (FACT2) task force on Teaching and Learning 

conducted a system wide survey targeted at faculty development /teaching center personnel.  The 

survey covered the level of support for faculty development; the types of services provided locally; what 

organizations and committees exist with a role in teaching and learning, who leads/chairs them and how 

best to contact them.  The survey was conducted in the spring of 2011 and had 50 responses 

representing 39 of the 64 campuses.  The key results of the survey are summarized below. 

Staffing 

When the number of FTE faculty per campus is taken into account the staffing trend across sectors 

shows community colleges having a greater average number of staff in faculty development support 

roles than university colleges which have more than the university centers.  When the number of both 

full time and part time faculty are used in the analysis the distribution becomes more even with a 

notable exception that staffing for learning spaces is very high within the community college sector.  

Staff support for pedagogy and scholarship are the lowest overall. 

Academic technology requires significant staff support for installation and maintenance which may 

explain its dominance in staffing numbers.  Since community colleges tend not to have research facilities 

more of the facility staff will tend to be focused on learning space.  It is not surprising that given the 

research focus of the university centers that the scholarship of teaching and learning (SOTL) support 

tends to be highest in this sector.  The relative lack of support for pedagogy throughout all sectors is a 

concern. 

Funding 

There is an interesting bimodal trend in the university center funding with 50% of their faculty 

development centers receiving $20k or less and 50% receiving greater than $200k.  The university 

centers with low funding should evaluate this need.  There seems to be no discernable pattern, such as 

funding based on the number of faculty, to the budget allocation assigned to faculty development on 

the campuses.   

Facilities 

Staff offices make up the largest group within the facilities averaging 3 per center.  There is an increasing 

trend in the total number of rooms and number of offices from community colleges to university 

centers.  Community colleges tend not to provide space for guests such as faculty fellows to work in. 

Seminars / Workshops offered 

Only one community college indicated that no workshops are offered, all other campuses offer at least 

one.    Community colleges tend to offer more than university colleges which offer more than university 

centers ς perhaps reflecting the relative teaching focus of these institutions.  Nearly half of all campuses 

offer 31 or more seminars or workshops per year.  It would be helpful if these were listed in one location 

for the system and open to faculty from all campuses. 
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Learning communities 

Approximately 60% of the campuses host at least one learning community but 40% have none.  At those 

campuses that do host learning communities there is a trend, with university centers using them the 

most, then university colleges and lastly community colleges. 

Learning communities cover a wide variety of topics, take a lot of organization and support and the 

numbers occurring on most campuses are appropriate.  However, a significant proportion of campuses 

are not using this effective approach to development. 

New faculty orientation 

22% of the campuses offer no campus wide new faculty orientation and a further 22% do not cover 

teaching and learning skills as part of the process.  This is a major concern. 

Effectiveness of faculty development  

Overall the level of satisfaction was not very high, with support for part time on-campus instructors 

receiving the lowest rating.  There is a definite trend of decreasing satisfaction between the community 

colleges, university colleges and university centers.  Support for part time faculty needs to be improved 

significantly. 

Needs assessment 

Many campuses do not engage in a formal needs assessment process.  Many others rely on informal 

feedback or extrapolate needs based on feedback from events etc.  A more formal analysis would aid 

with resource allocation and support the need for these services at the campuses. 

SUNY wide services 

The only service with a positive satisfaction rating was webinars, which is not surprising given that it is 

the only one currently offered.  However it was also deemed the least important. Among suggested new 

services the peer support database received the highest importance and lowest satisfaction indicating it 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ōǳǊŜŀǳΣ ǿŜō ǎƛǘŜ 

and lastly live support.  There is a very strong trend in decreasing importance and decreasing satisfaction 

for the live support service across sectors.  Community colleges seem most in need of this service. 

The web site / wiki space, speakers bureau and peer support database are systems that will work best if 

developed by partnering across all campuses and enabling distributed authorship.  For example, 

individual faculty at any campus should be able to create their profile of teaching strengths and interests 

for anyone at any other campus to see.  This can only be supported by a SUNY wide content 

management system.  In addition, it would be beneficial if each content contributor and visitor could 

use their campus credentials to access this system rather than having another username and password 

that they would have to remember and maintain.   The lack of a good system to do this and campus 

participation in a single sign-on are significant barriers to providing these services. 

Teaching development committee 

Approximately one third of campuses across all sectors do not have or do not know if they have such a 

committee.  Campuses should be encouraged to create these committees. 
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General comments 
The most common comment was the need for an annual state wide meeting of staff supporting 
professional development to share ideas and best practices.  This would differ from the Conference on 
Instruction and Technology (CIT) as it would be for the professional and organizational development 
community whereas CIT targets the faculty and instructional technologists themselves. 
 

General Committee Recommendations 

Å Develop a dynamic online system to provide- 

Å Directory of faculty and staff providing teaching and learning / faculty development 

support across the system 

Å Directory of campus committees with a responsibility for teaching and learning 

Å Web site for documenting and sharing best practices. 

Å Directory of experts (faculty and staff) who could provide advice and do seminars etc. 

Å Study feasibility of regional support groups. 

Å Encourage benchmarking across campuses. 

Å Provide SUNY wide teaching and learning conference and regional networking opportunities. 
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Introduction  

Task Group Charge 
Within a system of 64 highly diverse campuses the SUNY Faculty Advisory Council on Teaching and 

Technology (FACT2) had an intuitive sense that- 

¶ The resources, processes and practices associated with instructional support and educational 

assessment vary significantly from campus to campus. 

¶ There are pockets of excellence from which other campuses could learn. 

¶ There is a lack of networking and information sharing between the campuses. 

¶ There is little information available to enable benchmarking between the campuses. 

¶ There is duplication of effort that could be saved by providing shared resources. 

This intuitive sense formed the initial charge to the Teaching and Learning task force which was 

ultimately refined by the task group as follows. 

Through the FACT2 council to advise the SUNY Provost about support and resources for teaching, 

learning and its scholarship within the system by: 

¶ Documenting the current state of resources and support provided at both the individual 

campuses and through SUNY admin.  

¶ Identifying large scale needs not currently met.  

¶ Recommending current and potential mechanisms to best aggregate resources across the 

system including:  

o Regional support structures  

o Academic discipline focused sharing across campuses. 

¶ Developing and sharing a set of best practices that could be implemented at individual 

campuses. 

Membership of the task force  
Because of its historical roots as an organization focused on the use of technology in teaching, campus 

representation on the FACT2 committee has traditionally attracted people with an affinity for this area.  

With the expanded charge to advise on teaching and learning in general and not just that associated 

with the use of technology, the task force membership needed to be expanded beyond council and 

committee members.  Campus professional development faculty/staff, where they could be identified, 

όŀǘ ǎŀƳŜ ŎŀƳǇǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŦŀŎǳƭǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅύΣ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

join the task group.  In addition, it was important to have representation from each of the SUNY sectors, 

community colleges, technology colleges, university colleges (masters and 4 yr) and university centers 

(Doctoral). Thirty one people agreed to serve on the task force as shown in the list and map below. 
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Task Force Membership 

Name Institution Role at Institution 

Alex Pickett Empire State College Instructional Design Specialist 

Ann Giralico 
Pearlman 

Brockport Instructional Design Specialist 

Beez Schell Fredonia Professor and Director, Professional Development Center 

Caelynn Prylo Hudson Valley CC Office of Community & Professional Education 

Cheryl Miller Potsdam Director of the Learning and Teaching Excellence Center 

Chris Price Brockport Director, Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching 

Diane Gal Empire State College Associate Professor 

Doug Kahn Suffolk County CC  Dir academic computing 

Frank Fowler Stony Brook Professor of Chem 

Graham Glynn 
(Chair) 

Stony Brook Assistant Provost for Teaching, Learning + Technology 

Greg Ketcham Oswego Assistant Director & Multimedia Instructional Designer Division of 
Extended Learning 

James Jensen U Buffalo Professor in the Department of Civil, Structural and Environmental 
Engine 

Jason Adsit U Buffalo Director - Teaching & Learning Center (TLC) 

Jayne Peaslee Corning CC Director of Professional Development 

John Kane Oswego Director of the Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching 

John Zelenak U Albany Coordinator Faculty Technology Resources 

Joseph Chiang Oneonta Professor 

Keith Landa Purchase Director of the Teaching, Learning, and Technology Center 

Kim Scalzo SUNY  Director, Center for Professional Development 

Lenore Horowitz Schenacdaty County CC  Math, Science, Technology Department 

Lisa Raposo SUNY Center for 
Professional 
Development 

Assistant Director/Academic Programs 

Mark McBride Buffalo State College Information Commons Librarian 

Michael Knauth Farmingdale State 
College 

Director of Instructional Resources  

Miriam Deitsch Farmingdale State 
College 

Distinguished Teaching Professor 

Richard Kelder New Paltz Director Center for Teaching and Learning 

Robin Hill  Suffolk County CC  Assistant Professor, Coordinator of Instructional Design  

Russell Kahn Institute of Technology Coordinator Communication and Information Design 

Steven Doellefeld U Albany Assistant Dean, Undergraduate Education 

Sue McMillen Buffalo State College Professor in the Math Dept, Director of Faculty Development 
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The institutional and geographic distribution of the membership is shown on the map below where each 

star represents a committee member. 

 

The Work of the Task Force  
Before developing a set of recommendations for improving teaching and learning the task force needed 

to understand and document the current state of affairs at the campuses in a number of areas.  These 

included- 

¶ The level of support for faculty development. 

¶ The types of services provided locally. 

¶ What organizations and committees exist with a role in teaching and learning, who leads/chairs 

them and how best to contact them. 

To gather this information the task force decided that we needed to survey the campuses.  We spent 

significant time exploring campus web sites (a revealing experience in and of itself) to try to determine 

what organizations existed at the campuses and their contact information.  In many cases the web sites 

either did not have the information or the information was outdated.  The contact information we did 

find was used in conjunction with existing SUNY wide listserves for groups that had any possible 
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relationship to teaching and learning to develop the initial invitation list to participate in the survey.  The 

invitation requested that the recipient forward the invitation to other campus personnel if they were 

not the most appropriate person to provide it.   

To create the survey the task force first had to decide what we needed to know and to do that we had 

to decide for ourselves what services and support should ideally be provided at each campus.  The 

survey ultimately consisted of questions in the following areas. 

¶ Staffing levels in pedagogical, assessment, academic technology, learning space design and the 

scholarship of teaching and learning. 

¶ Operational budgets and facilities supporting teaching and learning centers. 

¶ Numbers and types of workshops and learning communities. 

¶ New faculty orientation in teaching and learning skills. 

¶ The effectiveness of faculty development efforts for full, part-time and adjunct faculty. 

¶ How needs are assessed. 

¶ The types of central services that would assist / complement local campus efforts. 

¶ Information on campus committees with a charge related to teaching and learning. 

¶ Contact information about the person completing the survey. 

Methodology  
The survey was conducted via a web based survey system hosted at Stony Brook University during the 

early spring semester of 2011.  Invitations were sent to campus faculty and staff who were identified 

from the campus web site as having a role in faculty development and support.  In addition, invitations 

were sent to the SUNY Fac-dev and FACTT listserves.  Recipients were asked to forward the invitation to 

anyone at the campus that served in this role.  Follow up phone calls were made to campuses that had 

not responded by the last week of the survey open period. 

Where multiple responses were received from a campus the data were compiled to fill in missing 

information or averaged to produce a single data set for the campus.  In cases where data conflicted the 

data from the source deemed most knowledgeable about the operation was used.  Derivative data 

based on FTE student enrollment, and full and part-time FTE faculty lines was based on information 

found on the SUNY web site for each campus (See Appendix I).  Average, range and percentage of total 

analysis was performed on the data but no statistical analysis was conducted.  

Survey Results and Conclusions 
The survey had 50 responses representing 39 of the 64 campuses.  The responses were broken down 

into four major sectors.  Data was received from 19 community colleges, one technology campus, 7 

University Centers and 12 University Colleges.  Because of the single technology college response no 

average data can be provided for this sector, however its data was included in the All Sector analysis. 
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Staff Support  
Question:  Please indicate the number of faculty/staff positions assigned to support each of the 

following areas at your institution. If the service is part of someone's job please enter the fraction of 

their effort dedicated to it.  For example, if a faculty member is given course release time to provide a 

service and spends half of his/her time doing so enter .5 

¶ Pedagogical support (how to lecture well, active learning approaches, group work etc) 

¶ Academic technology (clickers, computers in the classroom, learning management system. 

¶ Academic assessment (course and program surveys, focus groups, data analysis etc) 

¶ Design of learning spaces (classrooms, student study space etc). 

¶ Support for faculty who are interested in participating in the scholarship of teaching and 

learning (publishing articles on studies of educational innovation etc). 

Per Campus 

The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions assigned 

to support each endeavor, and the count (number of responders) for each sector. 

  Pedagogical 
support 

Academic 
technology 

Academic 
assessment 

Design of 
learning 
spaces 

Scholarship 
of teaching 
and learning 

Community 
Colleges 

Avg 0.8 1.9 1.4 1.4 0.5 

min 0 0 0 0 0 

max 3 8 3 8 2 

Count 17 17 17 12 15 

       

University 
Centers 

Avg 2.4 5.8 1.7 1.4 2.4 

min 0 0.1 0.5 0 0 

max 6 18 4 3 5 

Count 7 6 6 6 6 

       

University 
Colleges 

Avg 0.9 3.1 1.8 0.8 1.3 

min 0 0 0 0 0 

max 2 7 10 3 7 

Count 12 12 12 12 12 

       

All Sectors Avg 1.2 2.9 1.6 1.2 1.1 

min 0 0 0 0 0 

max 6 18 10 8 7 

Count 37 36 36 31 34 

 

The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided for each functional area 

compared across each sector and with the overall average. 
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The data indicated that the greatest support is provided for academic technology, with fairly equal 

support for the other areas.  University Centers tend to have more staff than University Colleges which 

tend to have more than Community Colleges.  This trend is particularly evident in support for pedagogy, 

technology and for scholarship of teaching and learning. 

Per 100 FTE FT Faculty 

The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions per 

hundred FTE full time faculty at the institution assigned to support each endeavor, and the count 

(number of responders) for each sector. 

  Pedagogical 
support 

Academic 
technology 

Academic 
assessment 

Design of 
learning 
spaces 

Scholarship 
of teaching 
and learning 

Community 
Colleges 

Avg 0.7 1.5 1.3 1.4 0.4 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 3.7 3.3 3.7 8.6 1.5 

Count 17 17 17 12 15 
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University 
Centers 

Avg 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.3 
min 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 
max 0.6 2 0.5 0.5 0.9 

Count 7 6 6 6 6 
       

University 
Colleges 

Avg 0.3 1.3 0.7 0.4 0.6 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 0.8 4 3 1.7 4 

Count 12 12 12 12 12 
       

All Sectors Avg 0.6 1.3 0.9 0.8 0.5 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 3.7 4 3.7 8.6 4 

Count 37 36 36 31 34 

 

The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided for each functional area 

compared across each sector and with the overall average. 
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When the number of FTE faculty is taken into account the staffing trend across sectors is reversed with 

community colleges having a greater number than university colleges which have more than the 

university centers. 

Per 100 FT and PT Faculty 

The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions per 

hundred FTE full time and part time faculty at the institution assigned to support each endeavor, and 

the count (number of responders) for each sector. 

  Pedagogical 
support 

Academic 
technology 

Academic 
assessment 

Design of 
learning 
spaces 

Scholarship 
of teaching 
and learning 

Community 
Colleges 

Avg 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.1 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 0.9 0.9 1.2 3.7 0.5 

Count 17 17 17 12 15 
       

University 
Centers 

Avg 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2 
min 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 
max 0.4 1.1 0.3 0.3 0.7 

Count 7 6 6 6 6 
       

University 
Colleges 

Avg 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.2 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 0.4 1.1 1.4 0.4 0.7 

Count 12 12 12 12 12 
       

All Sectors Avg 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 1.5 1.1 1.4 3.7 0.7 

Count 37 36 36 31 34 
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The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided per 100 full and part time faculty 

at the institution for each functional area compared across each sector and with the overall average. 

 

When the number of both full time and part time faculty are used in the analysis the distribution 

becomes more even with a notable exception that staffing for learning spaces is very high within the 

community college sector.  Staff support for pedagogy and scholarship are the lowest. 
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Per 10,000 FTE Students 

The table below shows the average, min, and max for the number of FTE faculty /staff positions per 

10,000 FTE students at the institution assigned to support each endeavor, and the count (number of 

responders) for each sector. 

  Pedagogical 
support 

Academic 
technology 

Academic 
assessment 

Design of 
learning 
spaces 

Scholarship 
of teaching 
and learning 

Community 
Colleges 

Avg 1.6 3.6 2.9 3.5 1 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 6.5 8.8 6.8 21.8 4.3 

Count 17 17 17 12 15 
       

University 
Centers 

Avg 1.8 6.2 2.8 0.8 6.5 
min 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 
max 3.8 18.8 6.3 1.9 31.3 

Count 7 6 6 6 6 
       

University 
Colleges 

Avg 1.5 4.9 3.1 1.3 1.9 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 3.6 8.4 14.9 3.6 8.2 

Count 12 12 12 12 12 
       

All Sectors Avg 1.6 4.5 2.9 2.1 2.3 
min 0 0 0 0 0 
max 6.5 18.8 14.9 21.8 31.3 

Count 36 35 35 30 33 

 

  



 

Page 16 of 52 
 

The graph below shows the average FTE faculty/staff support provided per ten thousand FTE students at 

the institution for each functional area compared across each sector and with the overall average. 

 

When the number of FTE Students (to some degree a measure of revenue for the institution) is factored 

in learning space design is still high for community colleges and there is an increasing trend for academic 

technology and particularly SOTL support from community college through university center. 

Overall conclusions  

Academic technology requires significant staff support for installation and maintenance which may 

explain its dominance in staffing numbers.  Since community colleges tend not to have research facilities 

more of the facility staff will tend to be focused on learning space.  It is not surprising that given the 

research focus of the university centers that SOTL support tends to be highest in this sector. 

Operational Budgets  
Question:  What is the approximate operational budget (including faculty/staff salaries) for the faculty 

development / teaching center on your campus?  This information will only be shown in aggregate in the 

report and will not identify the budget for any specific campus. 
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¶ $50-$100k 

¶ $100k-$200k 

¶ Greater than $200k 

Number of  Campuses Reporting  

The graph and table below show the number of campuses reporting the operational budget for the 

faculty development/ teaching center on the campus across the sectors. 

 

Approximately two thirds of the centers have funding which is less than $100,000 per year and one third 

have greater than $100,000 per year. 
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Percentage of campuses reporting  

The graph and table below show the number of campuses expressed as a percentage of the total within 

each sector reporting the operational budget for the faculty development/ teaching center on the 

campus across the sectors. 

 

There is an interesting bimodal trend in the university center funding with 50% of their centers receiving 

$20k or less and 50% receiving greater than $200k. 
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Number of campuses reporting by FTE faculty  

The graph and table below show the number of campuses broken out by the size of the full time faculty 

reporting the operational budget for the faculty development/ teaching center on the campus. 

 

It would be logical to expect a trend toward the top right corner in this graph i.e. as the number of 

faculty increase so should the funding for faculty development.  However, there is no discernable trend. 

Percentage of campuses reporting by FTE faculty  

The graph and table below show the percentage of campuses broken out by the size of the full time 
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It would again be logical to expect a trend toward the top right corner in this graph i.e. as the number of 

faculty increase so should the funding for faculty development.  However, there is no discernable trend. 

Overall conclusions  

There seems to be no pattern to the budget allocation assigned to faculty development on the 

campuses.  The most logical model would be to base this on the number of faculty at each campus.  
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Teaching /Faculty Development Center Facilities  
Question:  Please briefly describe the facilities permanently assigned on your campus as a teaching or 

faculty development center.  For example, enter the number of offices, conference rooms etc. 

Open text responses were categorized into the following groups by number of rooms in each. 

¶ Lounge / Rec  

¶ Conf / Lg Rm  

¶ Staff Offices  

¶ Comp Lab / Training  

¶ Guest work  

¶ Library  

¶ TV Studio  

¶ Total number of rooms 

The table and graph below show the number of each type of facility across each of the sectors.  One 

center reported managing the campus TV studio (not shown). 

  Lounge 
/ Rec 

Conf / 
Lg Rm 

Staff 
Offices 

Comp 
Lab / 

Training 

Guest 
work 

Library Total # 

Community 
Colleges 

Avg 1 1 2.1 1.5 0 1 2.4 
min 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 
max 1 1 4 3 0 1 6 

Count 2 10 10 4 0 1 17 
         

University 
Centers 

Avg 1 1.3 6.3 2 1.3 1 5.6 
min 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 
max 1 2 12 2 2 1 17 

Count 2 3 4 1 3 2 7 
         

University 
Colleges 

Avg 1 1 2.3 1 1 1 3 
min 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
max 1 1 3 1 1 1 6 

Count 4 8 7 5 1 2 12 
         

All Sectors Avg 1 1 3 1.3 1.3 1 3.2 
min 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
max 1 2 12 3 2 1 17 

Count 8 21 20 10 4 5 35 
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Overall conclusions  

Staff offices make up the largest group within the facilities averaging 3 per center.  There is an increasing 

trend in the total number of rooms and number of offices from community colleges to university 

centers.  Community colleges tend not to provide space for guests such as faculty fellows to work in. 

Faculty Development Workshops / Seminars  
Question:  On average how many times are workshops/seminars (face-to-face or synchronous online 

sessions lasting less than 2 hours.  If an event is longer than 2 hrs divide by 2.  E.g. a half day event 

would be equivalent to 2 workshops) offered for instructor development in each year? 

¶ 0  

¶ 1-10  

¶ 11-20  

¶ 21-30  

¶ 31 or more 
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Number of campuses  

The graph and table below show the number of campuses offering a range in the number of workshops 

by sector per year. 

 

Only one community college indicated that no workshops are offered, all other campuses offer at least 

some.    Community colleges tend to offer more than university colleges which offer more than 

university centers ς perhaps reflecting the relative teaching focus of these institutions. 
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Percentage of responding campus es 

The graph and table below show the percentage of responding campuses within a sector offering a 

range in the number of workshops per year. 

 

Overall Conclusions  

Nearly half of all campuses offer 31 or more seminars or workshops per year.  It would be helpful if 

these were listed in one location for the system and open to faculty from all campuses. 
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Learning Communities  
Question:  On average how many instructor learning communities are created each year on your 

campus? 

¶ 0 

¶ 1-10  

¶ 11-20  

¶ 21-30  

¶ 31 or more 

Number of campuses responding  

The graph and table below show the number of campuses hosting a range of learning communities on 

their campuses by sector. 
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Approximately 60% of the campuses host at least one learning community but 40% have none.  At those 

campuses that do host learning communities there is a trend with community colleges using them the 

most, then university colleges and lastly university centers. 

Percentage of campuses responding  

The graph and table below show the percentage or responders within a sector of campuses hosting a 

range of learning communities on their campuses by sector. 

 

At those campuses that do host learning communities there is a trend, with university centers using 

them the most, then university colleges and lastly community colleges. 

Question:  Please describe the function/title of each unique learning community that you have created. 

The open text responses to this question have been classified into the following sections. 

¶ Book /Journal discussions 
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o Courage to Teach 

o Journal club on medical education- to discuss the literature on medical education 

¶ Instructional technology 

o Blackboard course management Learning Community 

o Angel Liaisons 

o Angel instructor group 

o Accessibility and Instructional Design Community 

o Special emphasis group on medical technology- to discuss emerging technologies and 

how they might impact medical education 

o Technology and Comprehension   

o Personal Response Systems (PRS or clickers). 

¶ Pedagogy 

o Online Learning brown baggers (1 hour, 2-3 times per semester) 

o Online Blended Learning 

o Nursing faculty, Teaching Learning course 

o Team-Based Learning 

o Teaching of Writing 

o Web-Enhanced Courses 

o Institute for Student Centered Learning 

o Experiential learning 

o Active Learning   

o Exploring Service Learning   

o Large Classes   

o Large-group instruction - this has been meeting sporadically. Each meeting focuses on a 

discussion of a particular method of enhancing learning in large - class environments 

o Peer Review of Teaching 

o Interdisciplinary Teaching 

o Liberal Education and Learning 

o Student motivation - this meets monthly and examines readings or presentations 

focused on how best to increase student motivation 

¶ Assessment 

o Assessment and Student Learning Community 

o e-Portfolios 

¶ Information management 

o Librarians to discuss Library and Information Studies program content 

o Librarians to discuss information literacy and assessment 

o collaborative projects with librarians 

¶ Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 

o Learning community on the scholarship of teaching and learning. 

¶ Writing 

o National novel writing month 
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o Writing College Textbooks    

o Faculty Writing Group - a group of faculty that get together on a semi-weekly basis to 

support each other's writing 

¶ Research 

o Using Research as a Teaching Tool 

o Quantitative Research in the Social and Behavioral Sciences 

o Conducting Qualitative Research and Analyzing Descriptive Data   

¶ Diversity 

o Dialogue on Diversity 

o Multicultural Service Learning 

o Social Identities 

¶ Sundry 

o Using Research as a Teaching Tool  

o New faculty learning community 

o Student-Faculty Roundtables 

o Adjunct Advocate / Roundtable 

o 30-Minute Mentor 

o Lunch Bunch 

o Student Leadership   

o Popular Culture   

o The future of higher education - discussion of future directions in higher ed. This 

revolves around discussion of a particular book or study each month. 

¶ Other comments 

o Academic Senate Faculty Development Cm: plans & Implements campus wide programs; 

o Ad Hoc Cm on Learning Communities: develops thematically & pedagogically LC's for 

Students;  

o Women's Studies Seminar; provides monthly seminars on topics germane to the 

College's Wm's Studies curriculum and campus wide faculty interests;  

o Active Learning seminar/conference: alternating annually--semester long weekly 

seminar for faculty across the disciplines with annual conference;  

o Multidisciplinary Faculty Group--curricular and pedagogy support for MDC curriculum;  

o Latina/o Studies, Jewish Studies, and the Human Rights Project each have a faculty 

group that meets regularly;  

o Many large (25+) departments have their own committees that address faculty 

development issues. 

o Professional Development Connection meets monthly to discuss their professional 

development goals and how close they are to achieving them 

Overall Conclusions  

Learning communities cover a wide variety of topics, take a lot of organization and support and 

the numbers occurring on most campuses are appropriate.  However, a significant proportion of 

campuses are not using this effective approach to development. 
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New faculty orientation  
Question:  On average how many hours of the new faculty orientation process are devoted to teaching 

skills? 

¶ No campus wide orientation  

¶ 0  

¶ 1-3  

¶ 3-6  

¶ 6 or more 

Number of campuses 

The graph and table below show the number of campuses offering teaching skills workshops as part of 

the new faculty orientation process. 
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Between one and three hours of development in teaching skills is most common. 

Percentage of responding campuses  

The graph and table below show the percentage of those campuses responding offering teaching skills 

workshops as part of the new faculty orientation process. 

 

22% of the campuses offer no campus wide new faculty orientation and a further 22% do not cover 

teaching and learning skills as part of the process.   
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Question:  Please briefly describe the teaching skills topics covered in your new faculty orientation. 

The open text responses to this question have been classified into the following categories. 

¶ General 

o first day of class tips and activities 

o adjunct orientation teaching resources overview 

o how not to get grieved 

o how to improve your class instruction each year 

o First week activities 

o Academic support services 

o Best Practices in Teaching 

o Best teacher sharing 

o a discussion of campus resources 

o Faculty Panel Sessions (e.g.,  Lessons from the Trenches ) 

o course expectations 

o maintaining standards 

¶ Classroom management 

o Classroom Management Techniques 

o Dealing with Difficult Students 

¶ Diversity 

o Diversity in the Classroom;  

¶ Assessment 

o Assessment;  

o Assessment strategies 

o Assessment of Student Learning 

¶ Pedagogy 

o GIFTS (Gathering Ideas For Teaching Success) 

o Syllabus 

o best practices 

o teaching tips 

o tips for teaching that focus on active learning 

o rubrics 

o formulating objectives for the lesson and aligning teaching actions 

o how to prepare course outlines 

o planning your lesson 

o multiple intelligences 

o learning outcomes 

o Student-centered syllabus 

o Online teaching and learning 

o designing the learning environment for video classes 

o Teaching Large Classes 
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o Groups and Group-work strategies 

o Designing and Delivering Effective Lectures and Presentations 

o teaching underprepared students 

o fostering student engagement 

o promoting civic engagement 

o motivation 

¶ service learning 

o  

¶ Advising 

o mentoring and advising 

¶ Instructional technology 

o Blackboard course management training;  

o Teaching with technology 

o using social networking in the classroom 

o Couse Management System 

¶ Mentoring 

o Mentorship Segment with veteran faculty 

¶ Student support 

o Accommodations 

o Disability support services 

o responding to students in distress 

¶ Writing 

o  incorporating writing into art/design classes,  

¶ Information literacy 

o Presentation by New York Times (incorporating the Times in the curriculum), etc. 

Overall Conclusions  

44% of campuses responding either do not have a campus wide new faculty orientation process or do 

not include teaching skills in the process.  There is no discernable trend across sectors in this data. 

Effectiveness of Faculty Development  
Question:  In your opinion how effective is the developmental support provided for the following 

groups? (1=v ineff, 2=ineff, 3=neutral, 4=effect, 5 v eff) 

¶ Full time instructors teaching on-campus   

¶ Part time (adjunct) instructors teaching on-campus   

¶ Faculty teaching online 

The table and graph below shows the average, minimum and maximum level of satisfaction with eht 

effectiveness of faculty development for full time on-campus, part time on-campus and faculty teaching 

online across the sectors. 
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  Full time 
instructors 

teaching on-
campus 

Part time 
(adjunct) 

instructors 
teaching on-

campus 

Faculty teaching 
online 

Community Colleges Avg 3.7 3.2 3.8 
min 1 1 1 
max 5 5 5 

Count 18 18 18 
     

University Centers Avg 3.3 2.7 2.8 
min 1 1 1 
max 5 5 4 

Count 6 6 6 
     

University Colleges Avg 3.6 2.8 3.6 
min 2 2 2 
max 5 4 5 

Count 12 12 11 
     

All Sectors Avg 3.6 2.9 3.6 
min 1 1 1 
max 5 5 5 

Count 37 37 36 
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Overall Conclusions  

Overall the level of satisfaction was not very high, with support for part time on-campus instructors 

receiving the lowest rating.  There is a definite trend of decreasing satisfaction between the community 

colleges, university colleges and university centers. 

Needs Assessment 
Question:  Please describe how your campus assesses the teaching, learning and technology needs of 

faculty and staff at your campus E.g. needs assessment survey. 

The unique strategies from this open text response are compiled and categorized below.   

¶ Surveys 
o Needs assessment surveys  
o Every two years we administer a survey via survey monkey.  
o Annual CET surveys 
o An email survey is provided prior to each semester 
o We ask faculty to complete a questionnaire yearly as to needs as well as follow up 

through our Director of Learning Technologies. 
o Student surveys 

Full time instructors
teaching on-campus

Part time (adjunct)
instructors teaching

on-campus

Faculty teaching online
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¶ Event related 
o evaluations of workshops and events offered that allow for feedback 
o CET Roundtables feedback 
o Major event surveys 
o Workshop request section on session evaluation forms 
o TLC conference email feedback 

¶ Advisory groups 
o Teaching Center has a representative Board involved in program development. 
o Advisory Board of Faculty communicates to the Center 
o We have a technology committee made up of faculty that meets with the Associate 

Provost for Information & Learning Resources and there is a separate committee that he 
meets with on faculty and resource issues.   

o Faculty Senate Teaching and Learning Committee 

¶ Meetings with stakeholders 
o Regular meetings with academic departments 
o Regular input from faculty stakeholder groups 
o The Dean's office conducts yearly faculty assessment/needs through the chairmen of 

the individual departments 

¶ Informal feedback 
o Each academic division, with the leadership and guidance of their respective Associate 

Dean, assesses the teaching, learning and technology needs of faculty and staff.   
o Associate Deans request training and workshop topics for faculty and staff through the 

Center for Professional Development 
o Through governance - Faculty Senate 
o Direct contact with department chairs 
o Direct contact with faculty members 
o Peer evaluation 
o Department chair review 
o TLC listserv and email-feedback tools 
o annual technology requests from department chairs 
o By reading academic department annual reports 

Overall Conclusions  

Many campuses do not engage in a formal needs assessment process.  Many others rely on informal 
feedback or extrapolate needs based on feedback from events etc.  A more formal analysis would aid 
with resource allocation and support the need for these services at the campuses. 

SUNY Wide Services 
Question:  Rate the IMPORTANCE of the provision, as a shared or central service, of the following SUNY 
wide resources on teaching or the use of academic technology (1=v unimpt, 2=unimport, 3=neutral, 4 = 
impt, 5= v. impt). 
 
Question:  Rate your SATISFACTION with the availability of the following SUNY wide resources on 
teaching or the use of academic technology (1=v dis, 2= dis, 3= neutral, 4= sat, 5 v sat) 

¶ Webinars or video conferences. 

¶ ! ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ōǳǊŜŀǳ ό{¦b¸ experts willing to share new ideas and trends either virtually or in-
person). 
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¶ Peer support database of faculty who are willing to assist or advise on aspects of teaching or 
technology that they have implemented. 

¶ Web site/Wiki about good teaching practices, technology integration and resources. 

¶ Live access to a centralized group of instructional support personnel via phone/chat/video 
conference. 

 
Of the five options listed above only webinars are currently being offered as a SUNY wide service by the 
Center for Professional Development to the knowledge of the committee.  The other four are services 
that the committee though might be of interest. 
 
The importance and satisfaction measures were analyzed independently.  However, each respondent to 
the survey had a correlated score for both the importance and satisfaction with a service.  The number 
of respondents with each correlated satisfaction/importance pair was plotted.  The graph below 
explains how these graphs could be interpreted.  For example, a pair with high importance and high 
satisfaction would produce a data point in the top right corner of the chart indicating we are doing a 
great job on an important need. 
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The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction ratings for the five services from all 
sectors.  

 

Conclusions 

The only service with a positive satisfaction rating was webinars which is not surprising given that it is 
the only one currently offered.  However it was also deemed the least important.  The peer support 
database received the highest importance and lowest satisfaction indicating it should receive the 
ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ōǳǊŜŀǳΣ ǿŜō ǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǎǘƭȅ ƭƛǾŜ 
support. 

Webinars / Video Conferences  

The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for webinars / 
video conferences. 
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The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of 
importance / satisfaction scores for webinars across all sectors.  

 
 

Conclusions 

There are no discernable trends across sectors however the University College sectors seems the least 
interested in this service.  The scatter plot is tending toward the upper right quadrant. 
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Speakers Bureau 

The chart below shows the average ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ 
bureau. 
 

 
 
The graph below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of 
importance / satisfaction scores for a ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ bureau across all sectors.  

 

Conclusions 

While importance is fairly consistent across the sectors there seems to be an increasing trend in 
dissatisfaction for a speakers bureau from community colleges through university centers.   The scatter 
plot reinforces the neutral or low satisfaction. 
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Peer Support Database 

The scatter plot below shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for a peer 
support database. 
 

 
 
The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of 
importance / satisfaction scores for peer support across all sectors.  

 

Conclusions 

There is a slight trend in decreasing importance across sectors but also a much higher dissatisfaction for 

peer support in the university colleges and centers.  The scatter plot is shifting toward the top left. 
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Web Site / Wiki Space  

The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for a web site / 
wiki space. 

 
 
The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of 
importance / satisfaction scores for web site/ wiki space across all sectors.  

 

Conclusions 

The university centers rate this service highest in importance and lowest in satisfaction. 
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Live Support Service  

The chart below shows the average importance and satisfaction results across sectors for a live support 
service. 

 
 
The scatter plot below shows the numbers of campuses responding with each possible combination of 
importance / satisfaction scores for live support across all sectors.  

 

Conclusions 

There is a very strong trend in decreasing importance and decreasing satisfaction for the live support 

service across sectors.  Community colleges seem most in need of this service. 

Community
College

 University
College

 University
Center

All Sectors

Live Support Service 

Impt

sat

Very 

Neutral 

Very Un 

Very 

Neutral 

Very Un 

1

3

5

0

5

10

15

1 2 3 4
5

Im
p

o
rt

a
n

c
e 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

w
ith

 c
o

m
b

in
a

tio
n 

Satisfaction 

Live Support 
All Sectors 



 

Page 43 of 52 
 

Overall Conclusions  

The web site / wiki space, speakers bureau and peer support database are systems that will work best if 

developed by partnering across all campuses and enabling distributed authorship.  For example, 

individual faculty at any campus should be able to create their profile of teaching strengths and interests 

for anyone at any other campus to see.  This can only be supported by a SUNY wide content 

management system.  In addition, it would be beneficial if each content contributor could use their 

campus credentials to access this system rather than having another username and password that they 

would have to remember and maintain.   The lack of a good system to do this is a significant barrier to 

providing these services. 

Campus Committees Dealing with Teaching Development  
Question:  What is the name and who is the current chair of any faculty committee (perhaps as part of 
the senate) that is responsible for teaching development related issues on your campus. 

Prevalence of campus committees with a teaching development charge  

The chart below shows the number of campuses within the respondent set who indicated that they have 

committees or do not have / do not know if they have committees with this charge. 

 
 
Approximately one third of campuses across all sectors do not have or do not know if they have such a 
committee. 
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Contact data from campuses with a committee  

The table below lists the campus, its committee with a teaching development charge and the chair(s) as 

of spring 2011. 

Campus Committee name(s) Chair(s) name(s) 

Binghamton  ISCL Committee Wayne E. Jones Jr 

Buffalo State College  Instruction and Research Dr. Andrew Nichols 

Buffalo, University at  Faculty Senate Teaching and Learning 
Committee 

Dr. Phillips Steves, Jr.  Department 
of Anthropology 

Clinton  Professional Development Committee Matthew Sheehan, Michael 
Lawliss 

Downstate Medical 
Center  

Faculty development initiative Stephan Rinnert 

Empire State College  Educational Technology Committee Lisa D'Adamo Weinstein & John 
Lawless 

Environmental 
Science and Forestry 
(Syracuse)  

Committee on Instruction Klaus Doele 

Erie   Santo Rizzo 

Fashion Institute of 
Technology  

Center for Excellence in Teaching  ( 
department) and Teaching Institute 
(Academic Affairs committee) 

Elaine Maldonado 

Finger Lakes  Center for Teaching and Learning Jennifer Carney 

Genesee  Teaching, Learning and Technology (TLT) Jim Bucki, Mary Jane Heider 

Geneseo  Teaching and Learning Center (TLC) 
Advisory Committee 

David Parfitt, TLC Director 

Hudson Valley  Faculty Development Committee Chris Helwig, Associate Dean 

Jamestown  C. on Excellence in Learning and Teaching Frank Corapi and Dale Yerpe 

Nassau  Academic Senate Faculty Development 
Committee 

Professor Suzanne Liff, Dept 
Reading/Basic Education 

New Paltz  TLC Advisory Board, Richard Kelder Linda Smith, Academic Computing 

Niagara County  Professional Development Committee Christine Tirella 

Old Westbury  Teaching for Learning Committee Dr. Ali Ebhrami, School of Business 

Onondaga  Teaching Center Advisory Committee Jamie Sindell 

Oswego  Committee on Learning and Teaching Paul Tomascak 

Plattsburgh  Teaching Learning Technology Advisory 
Group 

Becky Kaspar;  William Pfaff 

Stony Brook  Senate committee on Teaching and 
Learning 

Frank Fowler and Keri Hollander 

Sullivan County  Teaching & Learning Committee  

SUNYIT  Technology Committee, Academic Quality Russell Kahn,  Ronnie Tichenor 

Ulster County  Academic Standards Committee Christopher Earely 

Upstate Medical 
University  

Faculty Development subcommittee of the 
Educational Policies Committee of the 
Medical College Assembly 

Dr. Howard Weinberger 
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Other SUNY wide services 
Question:  What other SUNY wide services would you like to have provided that have not already been 
addressed in this survey?  

¶ More funding for Professional Development 

¶ A state wide professional development meeting to share ideas 

¶ Would like to have annual meetings of all faculty developers in SUNY. 

¶ A system wide teaching & learning conference would be nice.  It's good that CIT is including non-
technology track(s) now, but I doubt it will highlight teaching and learning as well as a dedicated 
SUNY T&L conference would.  If not that, then more support for regional T&L 
conferences/workshops. 

¶ SUNY-wide IRB review 

¶ SUNY-wide intellectual property policy, to include community colleges 

¶ It would be important to list all the services available at SUNY in order to investigate who is 
aware of them. There are a lot of great services, such as CPD, COIL, etc that a lot of SUNY people 
do not know about. 

¶ More opportunities for regional SUNY faculty/staff networking. There are ample SUNY-wide 
events but it would be great if SUNY would sponsor smaller events for each region to minimize 
travel and also have some face to face contact. 

General Comments 
Question:  Enter any comments or suggestions. 

¶ We currently do not have a centralized approach for Teaching and Learning /Professional 

development on our campus.  However, we are in the process of building what will be referred 

to as the HCCC Teaching and Learning Collaborative.  We currently in the planning phases, and 

working on the re-hab of space to house this operation beginning in fall 2011.  At least initially, 

the collaborative will be supported by the staff of the Internet Academy with volunteer support 

from faculty. 

¶ We are a small institution with extremely limited resources and personnel. Much support has 

been provided on an informal, collegial, as-needed basis by whomever has expertise in a given 

area. This lack of systemization, of course, leads to an inability to ensure that all faculty have 

access to the information they need to maximize their success in the classroom. We are very 

interested in making use of any resources provided by SUNY to help us bridge this gap. 

¶ I was not aware of the services described above other than the webinars. They should be 

marketed more aggressively, as I believe we would take advantage of them if they are available 

to us. Also, medical education is different, and they'd need to be relevant to this field. 

¶  Often if a department wishes to change a physical space they share with others (who might 

allow changes) they must find grants or other ways to fund the changes.  
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Committee Recommendations  
Å Develop dynamic online system to provide- 

Å Directory of faculty and staff providing teaching and learning / faculty development 

support across the system 

Å Directory of campus committees with a responsibility for teaching and learning 

Å Web site for documenting and sharing best practices. 

Å Directory of experts (faculty and staff) who could provide advice and do seminars etc. 

Å Study feasibility of regional support groups. 

Å Encourage benchmarking across campuses. 

Å SUNY wide teaching and learning conference and regional networking opportunities. 

 

  








